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Abstract 
In the measurement of competitiveness and competitive advantage has been much progress. In line with efforts to achieve more 
objective results and provide better and more responsible corporate governance, they are still prepared new methods and 
procedures. The aim of this paper is to highlight the results of the comparison of several methods of measuring competitiveness in 
selected enterprises, which operate in different sectors. Another objective is to assess the advantages and disadvantages of selected 
methods and the possibility of their use in individual companies. The main sources of information were the publication of scientific 
literature, current scientific articles and studies and thesis, which dealt with this topic. There were used both traditional and modern 
methods. This paper deals mainly with methods of Balanced Scorecard,  EFQM Excellence Model, Benchmarking and Altman Z-
score.   
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1. Introduction 
A decision of using one of the methods of competitiveness measurements is usually part of the more advanced 
stages of the company development. In many cases, especially as regards more complex methods, investment in this 
tool is costly and time-consuming and its return is represented by features which are difficult to quantify. If an 
incorrect decision is made while choosing a particular method, the expected results may not occur at all, which means 
a loss of the sources spent and a significant loss of motivation of the company managers.  
But how to identify the method which is the optimum one for the company and will thus bring the biggest 
benefits? On the general level, all the methods are divided into two groups. The traditional approach to the 
competitiveness measuring (focused on the use of the financial analysis) includes mainly the absolute indicators (net 
profit/loss per the period, turnover amount etc.), ratio indicators (profitability, liquidity, indebtedness, productivity 
etc.) and difference indicators (profit increase/decrease, turnover increase/decrease etc.) (Dictionary of business, 2003; 
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. The current trend is application of a wide range of indicators 
from various areas of the company which are subject matter of both the quantitative methods (used for numeric scale 
measurement) and the qualitative methods (use for verbal assessment measurement), or a combination of both 
methods (Donnelly et. al., 2006; Hakes, 2007; Kaplan and Norton, 2005; Watson, Gallagher, Armstrong, 2005). 
 
SMEs have more difficult conditions for the introduction of more complex methods for measuring 
competitiveness. Cooperation between enterprises based on strategic alliances could contribute to more effective 
measurement of competitive strength of businesses and thereby improve their competitive position. 
 
2. Literature Review And Hypotheses  
2.1. Traditional  methods used to evaluate business 
In order to achieve the results of highest possible relevance, there are used the following methods for assessment 
of the companies: 
P/E Ratio (traditional ratio indicator). It is positively the simplest method which is only usable for joint-stock 
companies which operate in the same field of economic activities. The basis is to create a ratio between the market 
price (exchange rate) of the share and the net profit per share , 
-score (traditional synthetic indicator) is a bankruptcy model using a combination of several ratio indicators 
and their assessment by means of weights. Despite being slightly more complex than the previous P/E ration, it is still 
based only on the financial analysis. This model exists in three variants from the years 1968, 1977 and 2002. (Wagner, 
2009). 
Z = a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X4 + a5X5 + a6X6     (general model) 
2.2. Modern methods  used to evaluate business 
Performance comparison of business is used since emergence of industrial production, but the iniciation, who 
carried out the first comprehensive benchmarking project is the company The Xerox Corporation, which used 
benchmarking as a management tool for the first time in 1979 (Camp, 2006). Since that time benchmarking 
procedures are constantly improved. Benchmarking is influenced by the development of management systems, 
statistical methods and information technology (Jetmarova, 2010). Benchmarking is a process of continuous 
The best practice comparison is used as a means of establishing achievable goals aimed at obtaining organisational 
superiority (Mc. Cabe, 2001). Benchmarking (current trend), as a method of competitive advantage measurement, is 
based on the principle of selected indicators of the actual company with the top-class domestic but also foreign 
companies operating in the particular field (Camp, 2006; Coers et. al., 2002; Damelio, 1995). It is a methodical and 
systematic process and in the conditions of global competition it represents a key instrument for the company survival 
(Watson, 2007). Unlike the preceding two methods, non-financial indicators are also used here. Benchmarking can 
further be divided into internal one, where the individual parts of the organisation are compared, and external ones 
where the company is compared with the other companies.  
 
Balanced Scorecard (current trend) is an indicator system of company performance assessment (hereinafter referred 
Kaplan and Norton, 2005 .   Unlike all the other 
methods, it assesses not only the current company competitiveness but it also interconnects the individual indicators 
with the strategic company management. The main goal of BSC is therefore transformation of company visions and 
strategies into particular goals, indictors, tasks and measures (Quadrat-Ullah, 2009; Rautainen, 2005). Method BSC in 
the organization performs three basic functions (Niven, 2003): pointer to check model performance vision and strategy - 
with a brief and clearly expressed strategy of system objectives and their related indicators, result indicators and 
dynamics are divided into four strategic perspectives, including views of causal relationships of characteristics; a 
framework for a new system of strategic management - which, thanks to the possibilities of measuring Arrow-model 
removes a fundamental lack of strategic management of existing systems, which is the separation of strategy 
formulation and the process of its implementation and a tool for communication not just the BSC management tool, 
but it becomes a tool that supports communication, particularly through the distribution of strategic objectives and 
indicators at the lower hierarchical levels. The method differ
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performance: financial area, customers and markets, internal processes and learning and growth. The implementation 
of the strategic management tools, based on the approach of the company is on the level of the local government 
accompanied by considerable doubts. This distrust is valid only if these tools and the approaches can be transferred 
without any necessary modification and adaptation to the conditions of the public management (Ko
2010).  
 
According to many authors could disadvantages of BSC concept be exceeded by dynamization process. This 
process can also help in achieving results which are more precise. Dynamic Balanced Scorecard (hereinafter as 
"DBSC") should be adapted to every individual company and its parameters. It should be able to answer questions 
"What if...?", appropriately react according to changing environment and conditions, minimize time delay, offer 
complex view on strategic map, remain transparent and easy-handle management tool (Ko ; 
). Crucial positive and negative aspects of both methods are shown in following 
 
 
Table 1. BSC and DBSC comparison of pros and cons 
Balanced Scorecard                                                  Dynamics Balanced Scorecard 
                                                                 Positive aspects 
-  easier implementation                                           - complex conception of indicators and relationships 
- faster application                                                    - weighted evaluation 
- positive experience                                                - more precise results 
- well-known method                                               -  
 
                                                         Negative aspects                                                            
     - easier implementation                                           - complex         
- faster application                                                    - weighted evaluation 
- positive experience                                                - more precise results 
- well-known method                                               -  
    
                                                                                                                          
EFQM Model Excellence (current trend) includes 9 main and 32 partial criteria. The individual criteria have their 
own weight and it is important to mention that they only should be seen as recommendations, not rules. While the first 
five criteria recommend what approaches, methods and tools should be used in the organisation for maximising of its 
own results, the four result criteria show what has already been achieved in all the significant areas. The basic idea of 
this concept is the assumption that excellent results can only be achieved in the company on condition of the 
maximum satisfaction of the external customers, satisfaction of its own employees and when respecting the 
surroundings (Gopal, 2002; Hakes, 2007).  Another important condition is also precise management and control of all 
the processes and sources in the organisation. The main criteria of EFQM Model Excellence include management, 
policy and strategy, people, partnership and resources, processes, results with regard to the customers, results with 
regard to the company and key performance results. 
 
 
As regards this method, self-assessment of the company can be evaluated in several ways. It only depends on the 
particular manager who will choose one of them with regard to the parameters of the company. From the most 
frequent methods we can mention the following ) : European Quality Award 
method of involvement of colleagues and method according to ISO 9004:2000.  
 
2.3. Hypotheses 
 
In the survey were provided the following hypotheses: 
H 1: There is a relationship between company size and method used to measure competitiveness. 
H2: Small and medium-sized enterprises using less intensive methods for processing and evaluation of    
competitiveness. 
H 3: For large enterprises, dominated by the use of comprehensive methods for assessing competitiveness. 
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3. Methodology 
3.1. Research Goal 
The aim of this article is to compare the above specified methods on the widest possible range of companies. For 
this purpose, two basic features were selected according to which the companies were then selected and addressed. 
One of them is size as regards number of employees where the companies were classified as small and medium-sized 
ones (up to 250) or large ones (over 250). The other feature was the field of business or field of activities where the 
particular company operates. 
3.2.Sample and Data Collection 
-NACE, 
activities, six most important ones were chosen and in each field four companies were addressed  two representatives 
of small and medium-sized companies and two representatives of large companies. The total of 24 companies was 
addressed. The positive response came from ten companies, which represents 41.67 %. On the basis of the data gained, 
the research then focused on four fields of activities with two companies in each field. There were the following fields 
of activities and companies:  
                   Table 2.  General presentation of companies 
Field of activities  Company name Number of employees   
Agriculture 
DORO spol., s.r.o. 3 A01 
-
 
275 A01 
Processing industry  25 DJ28  360 DJ28 
Civil engineering 
 
s.r.o. 
15 F45 
SUBTERRA, a.s. 1000 F45 
Education  
40 M80 
not specified upon request of the 
company, a.s. 
1300 M80 
                                                                                                                                                         Source: Authors 
3.3. Analyses and Results 
In the questionnaire sent, the companies had an opportunity to assess three methods representing the current trend 
as regards their objectivity (how credible is the assessment achieved) and quality (how exact results are provided). The 
assessment was performed by marking, like at school. In both cases, the EFQM Model Excellence methods had the 
best results. However, this assessment is most probably influenced by the fact that in most companies it was made 
rather on the basis of the first impression than the actual knowledge. The overall results of assessment of the methods 
are specified in the following table: 
Table  3. Marks for assessment of the individual methods. 
 D
oro, s.r.o 
 
 
 
IN
A
 
s.r.o. 
Pavel 
 
Subterra, a.s.  
X
X
X
, a.s. 
A
verage 
Benchmarking 
(objectivity) 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 2.75 
1089 Marcela Kožená and Tomáš Chládek /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  58 ( 2012 )  1085 – 1090 
Benchmarking 
(quality) 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 4 2.75 
BSC 
(objectivity) 3 2 3 2 3 1 3 2 2.38 
BSC 
(quality) 3 2 2 1 2 1 3 2 2.00 
EFQM 
(objectivity) 3 1 2 1 1 3 3 2 2.00 
EFQM 
(quality) 3 1 2 1 1 3 3 1 1.88 
 
Source: Authors 
4. Conclusion 
The study for assessment of competitiveness of the selected companies proved that there is a correlation between 
the company size and the competitiveness measurement method used. While in small and medium-sized companies it 
- e 
and financial sources, in bigger companies more complex methods of the Balanced Scorecard or EFQM Model 
Excellence type prevail. It is also interesting to mention more frequent use of more complex methods by the 
companies engaged in the education sector. These companies have sufficient knowledge of these methods and 
therefore it is easier for them to identify their possible benefits and to implement these methods.  
In general, however, competitiveness measurement is not a well-established practice in companies. There is lack of 
information and trust in the positive effect this measuring could bring. Rather a negative attitude also results from the 
initial costs which are necessary for personalisation and implementation of the selected method. Despite that 
competitive advantage measurement is an important part of the future company development as a tool of strategic 
management, monitoring and motivation for optimising of the actual performance of the organisation.  
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